seas -the Black Sea, the Adriatic and the Aegean . During his reign, Bulgaria was a power on a European scale, he therefore had valid reasons to assume the previously mentioned title of the basileus of the Bulgarians (βασιλεὺς τῶν Βουλγάρων), to which, because of his political-ideological aspirations and territorial gains at the expense of the Eastern Roman Empire, he eventually added the expression καὶ τῶν ῾Ρωμαίων, or and (of) the Romans . He also styled himself as simply the emperor of Romans . He is universally regarded as the greatest ruler of mediaeval Bulgaria, which is reflected in honouring him, the only Bulgarian ruler to be honoured so, with the epithet the Great . Symeon I's rule posed a significant challenege for Byzantium, especially since during the second half of his reign the empire was going through difficult times, due to Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus' (913-959) minority and the government of subsequent regencies, which were implementing conflicting policies towards the northern neighbour . The first clash with the Bulgarian ruler took place already during the reign of emperor Leo VI the Wise (886-912), specifically in the years 894-896, and was linked to the violating by the Byzantines of the rights of Bulgarian merchants to display their goods in Constantinople 3 . Undoubtedly, this was negatively affecting not only the economic interests of the Bulgarians, but also the prestige of their ruler, who had to respond to this . Lasting for two years, the war ended with Symeon's victory and the commitment of the Byzantine side to restore the Bulgarian marketplace in the capital city of Byzantium (this happened in 899 at the latest) . This first conflict, followed by two decades of relatively good Byzantine-Bulgarian relations (the scholarly discussions bring into question only the actions undertaken by Symeon during 902 and 904), did not seem to presage a real shock that awaited the Byzantines . In retrospect, however, it could be described as a prelude to the great drama of 913-927 .
It all began in late 912 or early 913, when the emperor Alexander (912-913) insulted the Bulgarian envoys who came to Constantinople to confirm the peaceful relations of the Bulgarians with the new Byzantine ruler . In retaliation, during the summer of 913, Symeon arrived with his army at the walls of the Byzantine metropolis . The emperor Alexander was already dead by then, and the reign over the empire came into the hands of the minor Constatine VII, son of Leo VI, who was in regency's custody . Some scholars believe that the reason for the Bulgarian ruler's action was not Alexander's scandalous behaviour towards his ambassadors (which would have been merely a convenient pretext for organizing the expedition), but desire to take over the power in Byzantium . From an ideological point of view, both Constantine VII's minority and the recent turmoil surrounding his rights to the throne (arising from the fact that he came from Leo VI's fourth marriage, not recognized by the Church) favoured Symeon . Regardless of whether this assumption is correct, an assault on Constantinople did not take place, and during a formal meeting between Symeon and the leader of the regency board, patriarch Nicholas I Mysticus (901-907, 912- the Bulgarians 15 has not been yet subject to a detailed analysis, although the general conclusions put forward by scholars on its basis are essentially correct and coincide . The lack of in-depth examination was most likely influenced by the specificity of the text itself, difficult to interpret as the author did not express his thoughts in a straightforward manner, but rather by referring to the characters and themes of the Holy Scripture and classical literature 16 . It has been pointed out, however, that this does not mean that we are unable to understand the message of the Byzantine rhetorician . Even more than that, because it is possible to attempt an unravelling of even the most subtle allusions 17 . Following the last claim, the aim of this paper is to uncover the views of the oration's creator on the Bulgarian tsar Symeon I . * * * I would like to point out that the name of Symeon never once appears in the text, although in several of the passages he is without any doubt identifiable . In some of the other places, the orator talks about the Bulgarian ruler in a more veiled manner, and a number of passages could, hypothetically, be indirect references to him . The image that I intend to present below is composite in nature and is based on a thorough analysis of the account . It is, however, an interpretation . Many of the statements that are presented below have not been expressed directly by the Byzantine rhetorician, but without a doubt, they are a logical consequence of his statements, suggestions and clues provided in the speech . I think that many of them were intelligible, probably with much more clarity, to his immediate audience or Byzantine readers, than they are to us today 18 . I have therefore sought, even though it is extremely difficult and burdened with the danger of overinterpretation 19 , to follow the thoughts of the orator, to attempt reconstruction of his vision of Symeon . I emphasise that these observations do not aspire to exhaust the topic, as a full analysis of all references and allusions to Symeon I expressed by the orator would have considerably exceeded the framework of this, already quite voluminous, paper . ment of the reign of this Bulgarian ruler by the representatives of the ruling circles in Byzantium . A prominent place among the Greek sources depicting the figure of the tsar has also the oration On the treaty with the Bulgarians (Επὶ τῇ τῶν Βουλγάρων συμβάσει)
11
, which was delivered at the Byzantine court in connection with conclusion of the peace treaty of 927, or soon after this event 12 . In scholarship, there were several suggested attributions of this oration to well-known figures of the Byzantine court and ecclesiastical circles of the first half of the 10 th century . Among them were named such figures as Nicholas Mysticus himself, Niketas Magister or Arethas of Caesarea, one of the animators of the intellectual life of this period . The most likely, however, hypothesis is that the author of the speech was the aforementioned Theodore Daphnopates, an eminent figure in the intellectual environment of the Byzantine capital of the first half of the 10 th century, and the emperor Romanos Lekapenos' personal secretary 13 . The scholars have undertaken the task of reconstructing the image of Symeon I in the Byzantine written sources before 14 . Despite that, the oration On the treaty with 11 I am using the following critical edition of the text -Επὶ τῇ τῶν Βουλγάρων συμβάσει (cetera: of this passage, it is essential to first state that Haemus mountains (i .e . modern day mountain ranges of Stara Planina, or Balkan mountains, and Sredna Gora) and Ister (the lower Danube) have been mentioned here as the most characteristic and dominant geographical features of the Bulgarian state, separated by the Danubian Plain, the territorial core of early mediaeval Bulgaria . The author clearly states that weather conditions specific to this area, as well as to Haemus mountains and the great river's valley, had an influence on Symeon . It could be said that it was the intensity and ferocity of the atmospheric phenomena of the land in which he was born and grew up, in which the Bulgarian ruler eventually reigned and lived, that shaped his violent personality . It should be also noted, that Christianity condemns yielding to the elements of this world, which were worshiped by pagans as deities 27 , and following one's passions, as it was regarded as a return, of sorts, to the pagan lifestyle . Recalling of this image was to indicate that by yielding to the said phenomena, the Bulgarian ruler was in fact serving them and by this, in a sense, was making them his gods . Therefore if the gods (here taking form of the elements of nature), to whom Symeon was yielding, were violent, arrogant and ambitious, then he must have resembled them in his attitude and behaviour . The author of the oration leaves no doubt as to the fact that the one created in the image and likeness of the Most High, by turning away from the way of peace and towards the conflagration of war, by raising sword against his brethren, becomes once again a follower of the ancient Hellenic gods -warlike, quarrelsome, insidious, etc .
28 Without a doubt, the previously mentioned by the Byzantine orator atmospheric and natural phenomena symbolize the world of such emotions, passions and violent urges . Symeon however, although he should be guided by reason, by what was called the mind of Christ
29
, which allows to distinguish between good and evil, God's will, was subject to mundane elements . Succumbing to the passions also negatively characterised many of the ancient Greek thinkers, at least some of whom would have been known to Daphnopates . The ruler of Bulgaria lacked what Hellenes called σωφροσύνη, or temperance, self-mastery, prudence, inner peace and balance, characteristics of a harmonious and internally whole man (Gr . σωφρονικός -a man naturally self-controlled, moderate, moral) . Mental balance, virtue, decency, prudence were therefore alien to him, and the lack of these characteristics, so dear to the Greeks, also suggested an excessive form of government -tyranny 30 . Here Symeon, like Adam in Eden, succumbed to the Evil One's promptings . He was deluded and deceived, enticed by the vision of the passing glory (δόξης προσκαίρου) and some unnecessary and improper wreath or crown (στεφάνου... περιττοῦ τινος καὶ ἀκαίρου)
20
. One could say that the Evil One showed Symeon the grandeur, glory and might of the Byzantine Empire and convinced him that this power and splendour could come into his possession, if he would only will it . At once the reader associates this with the temptation of Jesus, whom Satan offered power over the kingdoms of the Earth, in return for a bow . He however resisted the temptation 21 . Unfortunately, Symeon did not do so, and seized on the godless thought of conquering Byzantium and winning the imperial title . I would add that this is perhaps because he did not recognize the one who was suggesting to him these thoughts and aspirations . He did not realize whose goals he was really pursuing . Either way, like disobedience of the first man allowed death and sin to enter the world 22 , so did (because of Bulgarian ruler's improper desires) the oecumene, or the inhabited world, became an easy prey for the Devil
23
. For, having listened to him, Symeon began to fullfill his desire, and thus became a tool in Satan's hands .
Elswhere in his oration, reflecting on the deeper causes of the ByzantineBulgarian conflict, Daphnopates once again returned to the question of what caused the actions of Symeon himself . He concluded that either the goodness has reached its peak and the time of evil has come so that the balance in the universe could be preserved, or that it was the result of human transgressions, which made themselves known before the Creator 24 . It remained a fact for him, however, that at once the river of ambition [or: the love of glory -K .M .], the whirlwind [or: hurricane -K .M .] of primacy, downpour, hail -these and others, even more powerful phenomena that shake Haemus and Ister -burst into the archon's soul (αὐτίκα γὰρ ὁ φιλοδοξίας ποταμὸς, ὁ τῆς προεδρίας τυφών, ὁ ὑετὸς, ἡ νιφὰς -οἵα καὶ μάλιστα τὸν Αἷμόν τε καὶ τὸν ῎Ιστρον κλονεῖ -τῇ τοῦ ἄρχοντος προσεῤῥύη ψυχῇ) .
25
On the margin of this passage (specifically the mention of a whirlwind) a later copyist added an obvious identification -Συμεών
26
. Moving on to the interpretation 20 How is fallen from heaven, the Day Star, which used to rise early in the morning! He was been crushed down into the earth who used to send light to all the nations! You said in your mind, "I will ascend to heaven; I will set my throne above the stars of God; I will sit on a lofty mountain, upon the lofty mountain toward the north; I will ascend above the clouds; I will be like the Most High . " But now you will descend into Hades and into the foundations of the earth .
33
Does it not harmonize with the further information about Symeon arbitrarily declaring himself basileus, elevating his crown and throne high up? Was the lofty mountain, in which the new emperor of Europe resided, not to be Haemus?! I need to add that exactly the same reasoning, connecting the haughty Bulgarian rulers, who opposed the Byzantine autocrators, with the Haemus mountains that they inhabited, appeared in Byzantine historical sources describing the rebellion of Asen brothers, in the late twelfth century 34 . Just as pride was born in Lucifer's heart, so did it burst into Symeon's soul . Thus he imitated with his behaviour the Prince of Darkness himself . The correctness of this reasoning is confirmed by the fact that in another passage of his speech, the rhetorician directly references the revolt and Lucifer's fall, concluding that he was cast out of heavens to serve as a warning to all others like him 35 . The allusion to Symeon is therefore more than clear . However, this was not enough for Daphnopates, therefore he reached for yet another procedure . The previously mentioned whirlwind, in Greek ὁ τυφών (identified by the copyist, as I have mentioned, directly with the Bulgarian ruler), is the word referring to a character from Greek mythology . Typhon, a monstrous creature, half human, half animal, the youngest son of Gaia and Tartarus
36
, and thus a god of darkness, or abyss (which was not without significance to the Christian audience of the oration), with his height and strength surpassed all the other descendants of Earth . From his shoulders grew a hundred dragon heads, and from the waist down he was wrapped around by two giant snakes . Erect, he reached the stars, his arms encircled the whole earth . Winged, he breathed fire, shook the earth, and with his fiery spit he destroyed fields, houses and temples . was therefore an opposite of yielding to desires and passions, to unbridled temperament, which in the Greek world were considered to be features of the barbarians and the less well born .
In the above passage particularly interesting are the statements about the love of glory and about the whirlwind of primacy, which were supposed to have shaken and taken over the soul of the Bulgarian . They indicate, according to the rhetorician, that Symeon was filled with pride that made him demand for himself precedence over other rulers, at the same time negating the unique position that the Byzantine emperor had among them . Daphnopates further states that as a result of Symeon's yielding to the aforementioned elements there was a great earthquake (ὁ σεισμός) that was felt even by those who lived past the Pillars of Hercules (that is, Gibraltar -ἐπέκεινα Γαδείρων) . Symeon was to victoriously raise high the captured wreath (or crown) and throne (τὸ στέφος καὶ ὁ δίφρος; in other words: to proclaim himself basileus), which according to the orator deprived Europe of the crown and brought destruction to many . Daphnopates calls his actions apostasy (ἡ ἀποστασία), as his proclamation and other things (the author does not specify what things, but he could mean futher titles, or deeds that took place after elevation to the imperial dignity) brought about profanation of the sigil, or sign (ἡ σφραγίς) . According to Daphnopates, thus evil was born, and Symeon appropriated the harvest (or fruit) of his progenitor (τὰ γεννήματα τοῦ τεκόντος ἐξιδιάζεται), he rejected on the one hand his father, and on the other the spirit (καὶ ἀϑετεῖ μὲν τὸν πατέρα, ἀϑετεῖ δὲ τὸ πνεῦμα) who is the deposit/pledge of his sonship (δι'οὗ ὁ ἀῤῥαβὼν τῆς υἱότητος)
31
. The interpretation of this passage may be manifold, and none of the possibilities rule out the others, as they contain related and interconnecting thoughts . Let us, however, go back to the beginning . Symeon's pride has led him to wishing to be equal to the Byzantine emperor, more than that, he wanted to replace him, supplant him and his highest place among the other rulers of oecumene . In my opinion, the Haemus mountains do not appear here by chance at all, as in the Byzantine eyes they were the symbol of Bulgarian haughtiness the analysed message, Symeon was, in turn, in Typhon, or rather, Typhon was in him, therefore the Bulgarian ruler was possessed (once again ἔνϑεος 43 ) by that pagan deity . Undoubtedly this discredited him in the context of the title of the Christian emperor of the Romans that he assumed .
Three more times in the text we will find an allusion to Symeon's-Typhon's activity . Mentioning the Byzantine expedition against Symeon and the defeat of the Byzantine army in the 917 battle of Acheloos, the rhetorician notes that in this way Zoe's regency ignites a fire (ὑπανάπτει τὸ πῦρ), flames of which shone to the times contemporary to when the oration was composed 44 . This statement is, of course, supposed to point to the catastrophic move of the Byzantine government that not only infuriated the Bulgarian ruler but, after he achieved a spectacular victory and weakened the Empire's military forces, allowed him the freedom of action in the Balkan Peninsula . As a result of this, the previously mentioned fire was started, which was eventually extinguished by the diplomatic efforts of Romanos Lekapenos, and the peace treaty of 927 . The latter statement is to indicate how severe and long lasting were the effects of the destructive activity of the Bulgarian tsar .
Daphnopates identifies Symeon with fire in general, of course in the context of its destructive force . He specifies that fire is difficult to consume/destroy with fire (δὲ πυρὶ τὸ πῦρ δυσανάλωτον), and for that reason God raised Moses from water (ἐξ ὕδατος ἀναλαμβάνει Θεὸς τὸν Μωσῆν) Along with Echidna, half woman, half snake, he was also to beget other mythical monsters, including Chimera, Lernean Hydra and Cerberus, and according to some of the ancient authors also Scylla; these also appear in the oration 37 . Identified with the desturctive forces of nature, the cause of hurricanes 38 , a fire breathing monster, according to one of versions of the Greek myth he also rebelled against the established order and acted against the Olympic gods, trying to overthrow them and take their place 39 . Thus, according to our orator, this pagan god and rebel literally came in the form of storms that pulled at the ruler's emotions, and in reality, as a demon, entered Symeon (using the language of the Church: possessed him) 40 . It is no wonder then that the effects of tsar's activity were identical to those done by the legendary beast . The first of these was, mentioned by Daphnopates, a powerful earthquake, felt even beyond the boundaries of the inhabited world . Further, as mentioned by the orator himself, and what more than once Nicholas Mysticus underlined in his correspondence with the Bulgarian tsar, Symeon's troops destroyed farmlands in Byzantine territories, as well as houses, Christian temples and monasteries 41 . In other words, the condition in which Symeon found himself after Typhon entered his soul was the exact opposite of the state of the Roman emperor . According to the political ideology that was being developed in the empire, the Byzantine ruler began to be styled not only emperor from God (ἐκ Θεοῦ, i .e . of divine appointment, choosing) but the emperor in God (ἐν Θεῷ), which well explains the related term ἔνϑεος, or inspired by God, filled with God, possessed by Him . It therefore defined the Byzantine monarch as the person who took God into himself . The formula indicated mystical activity of God in the emperor's person and thereafter, through the ruler's person, it was making itself known through his actions 42 . According to 37 from Gr . αἷμα, that is blood) 55 . It is possible that a more veiled reference to Haemus mountains as the place of Symeon's whereabouts is in a passage, which discusses the calamitous Byzantine expedition against Bulgaria in 917 . Daphnopates states there that the Byzantines went to hunt wild boars in a forest (κατὰ τοῦ ἐκ δρυμοῦ μονιοῦ) 56 , and it is otherwise known that the Stara Planina mountain range was particularly densely forested during antiquity and middle ages 57 . In addition, the Delphic Python (Snake), occasionally identified with Typhon, the embodiment of the destructive Northern Wind (shown with the tail of a serpent) that fell on Greece from Haemus mountains 58 . This fact can also be indirectly connected with Symeon, who from Stara Planina attacked and ravaged Byzantine territories .
Regardless of whether the latter supposition is correct, considering the above metaphor about Symeon-Typhon, one should remember about the main point -defeated by Zeus, the monster was cast into Tartarus, or buried under Mount Etna (according to a different version of the myth) 59 . Similarly to the aforementioned Lucifer, who was cast down from the heaven into the abyss of Sheol . Typhon's rebellion was the last opposition against the rule of the divine inhabitants of Olympus . The victory of the latter was a triumph of perfection, nobility and intelligence over the brute and savage bestial strength 60 . In a sense, Symeon-Typhon therefore represents in the Byzantine rhetorician's oration the old, pagan order, rebelling against the new, Christian one . In other words, anyone who goes against the hierarchy established by the Most High, automatically becomes a tool of demons, again yields to the old, unruly and greedy gods, who want to destroy the divine order and restore the old rule of darkness .
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50
, when they cannot reach those who are shooting at them, they begin to fight against the darts (τὰ βέλη, also: javelins), so did he (that is, Symeon), chased off along with his hostility, hurled his bile (or anger) in the forest thickets (τοῖς δρυμοῖς τὸν χόλον ἀπέσκηψε)
51
. Indirectly, this comparison is to underline the powerlessness of the Bulgarian ruler in relation to the Roman emperor, who has driven him away -the savage Bulgarian, unable to effectively carry out his hostile plans towards the Byzantines, is venting his anger on the defenseless nature . This mention should most likely be linked to the source information relating to the cutting of trees by Symeon's army during devastating and burning of Thrace and Macedonia in 924, shortly before the meeting with Romanos Lekapenos 52 . However, due to its placement by the rhetorician after the information about concluding negotiations between the two rules, a different interpretation is possible . In the context of an earlier reference, in which the Bulgarian ruler was named a wild hog, living in the woods 53 , these words can mean that he only showed his anger in Bulgarian territories (in the forests in which he dwelled), which again emphasizes his powerlessness . This time the bile thrown from inside is synonymous with the fire, thrown from the jaws of Typhon . Besides, according to the myth, Zeus also cast at the monster darts of rays (lightning bolts, so also τὰ βέλη), forcing him to flee, and eventually casting him down into the abyss 54 . It is noteworthy that Typhon appeared in Daphnopates' text in conjunction with the aforementioned Haemus mountains . Moreover, the whirlwind, or hurricane, that he causes is one of the phenomena that, according to the orator, rage among these mountains . There is no doubt that Daphnopates intended this procedure . The learned Byzantine rhetorician was referring in this passage to one of the versions of the myth of Typhon, according to which, during the epic fight with Zeus, the monster reached Thrace and began to hurl the local mountains at the pursuing enemy . Wounded by the Olympian god, he sprinkled with his blood the mountain range, which from that time onward was called Haemus (in classical Greek Haimos -Αἷμος, not only matters of faith, but also being a terminus technicus indicating usurpation of imperial power . Symeon was thus in his eyes a usurper, and one that ultimately failed, and therefore acted against God's will 68 . In the text it is clearly stated that during a feast organized by him, Symeon demanded the respect for himself as a Byzantine emperor, and being titled basileus of Romans
69
. The personal attitude of the orator and the evaluation of what happened is equally clear -it is evil (τὸ κακόν) 70 . He states that the Bulgarian appropriated a good that is the title of basileus, and especially of basileus of Romans . A good which he should not have, as a little further in the text the rhetorician clearly states that it is not permissible for a non-Roman to rule over Romans (εἰ μὴ ῾Ρωμαῖον ῾Ρωμαίοις ἀπώμοτον)
71
. Daphnopates is willing to grant Symeon only the customary title given by the Byzantines to Bulgarian rulers, namely that of archon of Bulgarians (ἄρχοντος Βουλγάρων), which can be seen in the passage quoted above . This assertion is also confirmed by the correspondence he was conducting between the Bulgarian ruler and emperor Romanos Lekapenos, in which Symeon is being consistently styled archon of Bulgaria, similarly as by the vast majority of Byzantine authors 72 . Especially since Symeon styled himself in such way on his seals until the beginning of the second decade of 10 th century (e .g . Χριστὲ βοήϑη Συμεὼν ἄρχοντα Βουλγαρίας)
73
. This means that the Byzantine author did not accept the changes that occurred in the titulature of the Bulgarian ruler after this period . In case of the said sign (ἡ σφραγίς), it can indicate specifically seals of Symeon himself, on which he first styled himself emperor of the Bulgarians, and afterwards emperor of the Bulgarians and Romans, and even Romans alone (e .g . Συμεὼν ἐν Χριστῷ βασιλεὺς ῾Ρομέων/῾Ρωμαίων)
74
. In this way he would have been defacing them, assuming titles that did not befit him . He would have depreciated them by placing on them an obvious untruth . The Byzantine symbols of imperial power that were placed on these seals were also defiled 75 . It is very likely, 68 On the subject of interpreting usurpations by Byzantines vide e .g . M .J . Leszka The conclusion is all the more justified, because the aforementioned John Geometres dedicated another of his poems to the defeat of the Byzantine at this pass . He cursed in it the treachery of the mountain peaks, among which the emperor feared to face the Bulgarians (including, of course, Samuel) 64 . To conclude, I would like to remind that already in antiquity the Greeks referred to gigantomachy, including the myth about the battle between Zeus and Typhon, as the symbolic representations of their armed struggle against the aggressive and barbaric Asia 65 . Undoubtedly, both of the Byzantine authors, Daphnopates and Geometres, alluded to this image while presenting the struggles of the Eastern Roman Empire against the Bulgarian tsars, who in their opinion were also violent barbarians .
The result of the actions of Symeon described above could only have been the plagues described by the rhetorician -earthquakes (one should keep in mind that this is only a metaphor), depriving Europe of the only true imperial title, inherent to the basileus of Romans (from Byzantine point of view, a real result in the ideological dimension) and, in a most real sense, bringing about the deaths of many people, in other words consequences of war Of course, the paragraph does not talk about the subjects of the Constantinopolitan emperor and those of the Bulgarian ruler having a common ethnic origin . Such reasoning was, moreover, alien to the contemporary way of thinking . Daphnopates wanted merely to stress that both the Byzantines and the Bulgarians were of a common faith, belonged to one, Christian, nation 80 . The orator also did not mean that they spoke the same language on a daily basis, although Greek was known at the Bulgarian court, but that they used the same language of faith, that they were of one thought in the matters of religion, praised God with one voice, in harmony . The proof of this is in the last part of the mentioned passage, in which it is claimed that the Bulgarians were Byzantine sons in faith . This kinship, after all, can be understood only in a spiritual, not physical, sense . Using the method of expression typical of the Apostle Paul it can be said that the Byzantines bore in faith 81 their northern neighbours, as they were the ones who brought them the light of the Gospel 82 . They were, and still are, their teachers and guides in Christ
83
. Of course, the words about the brotherhood primarily concern the question of faith, the shared Orthodox faith of the Byzantines and Bulgarians . The Bulgarians are therefore both sons and brothers in faith to the Byzantines . They form one house of faith -new Israel, leadership in which, however, is exercised by the Byzantines, because of their seniority . To be capable of taking care for the Bulgarians, they must have an appropriate, and accepted by the latter, authority . Therein lies the problem, because in the light of the order listed by the Byzantine rhetorician, it were the sons who have first risen against the fathers . Of course, the first to do that was Symeon, by rejecting the dominion of his spiritual father, that is, the Byzantine emperor . Then, he drew his subjects into his apostasy . In this way the Bulgarians have become rebels, infringing the established by God order of family relations . Symeon, by rejecting the spiritual fatherhood of the emperor rejected, in fact, God the Father and the Holy Spirit, who is the pledge of Divine sonship 84 . In doing so, he ceased to be a spiritual son, both of the emperor and of God, and therefore, as a consequence, he ceased to be a member of the household of faith, a member of God's family, headed by the Byzantine ruler 85 . He also offended against the fourth commandment, which speaks of honouring the parents 86 , in our case even spiritual ones . I must add that in one of the letters of emperor Romanos Lekapenos to Symeon (written de facto by Daphnopates), the Bulgarian ruler is being reprimanded for breaking the peace and going against Byzantium, as in doing so he betrayed the 80 Eph 2, 11-22; Col 3, 11; 1 Petr 2, 7-9; Apoc 1, 5-6 . Cf however, that the sign mentioned in the text simply indicates the Sign of the Cross 76 , the most important symbol of Christianity . In this way, the Bulgarian ruler's rebellion against the Byzantine emperor would have become indirectly, and even directly, a rebellion against God himself . Once redeemed by confession of faith and baptism, now Symeon would have turned away from Christ, denying established by order . The order, in which according to the Byzantine political doctrine the highest position among the rulers of the world was once and for all reserved for the Eastern Roman emperor . Therefore, in a sense, the previously mentioned accusation of apostasy could also apply to this stance of the Bulgarian ruler, this time in its basic, ecclesiastical meaning, which is rejection of the order created by God, opposition to the revealed truth 77 . At least, such truth as was recognized by the Byzantines . The result of all this is that the Bulgarian ruler appears as someone who reached for goods that did not belong to him; as someone who demanded for himself what brought about by Byzantine rulers, the fruit of their labours . He demanded the power over the empire that was entrusted to them, and whose greatness, wealth and glory were their exlusive heritage; the position in the Christian world that belonged to them . Significantly, in this way Symeon became a thief, and one who robs his own parent .
Particularly telling in this context is the last fragment of the cited above passage, which is a clear reference to the so-called spiritual sonship of Bulgarians, especially of the Bulgarian ruler towards the Roman emperor 78 . In one of the earlier passages, characterising the Byzantine-Bulgarian conflict, the orator stated that these were not foreigners who turned against those belonging to a different tribe, nor those speaking a different tongue against those of a different tongue (μὴ ἀλλογενεὶς ἀλλοφύλοις μηδὲ ἀλλογλῶσσοις ἀλλόγλωσσοι), but sons against fathers and brothers against brothers and fathers against sons (υἱοὶ δὲ πατράσι καὶ ἀδελφοῖς ἀδελφοὶ, καὶ πατέρες υἱοῖς ἀντέστημεν) 79 . applied directly to the Bulgarian tsar's rule . The authority imposed on the Byzantine prisoners in such circumstances could not have been a real, legal rule, one that would actually cared about them, an authority granting the right to adopting the title of the emperor of the Romans, but would have only be a yoke of slavery . For the Romans who were under his reign he was a tyrant, rather than an emperor . In fact, Symeon was indirectly accused of tyranny by Nicholas Mysticus
91
. Besides, the designation of tyranny was directly linked with accusation of apostasy, that is usurpation 92 . In the source, the Bulgarian ruler is also referred to as pharaoh, holding the chosen people captive; an evil ruler, whose heart was hardened by God himself to such an extent that he was no longer able to reform . This last statement is to emphasise the finality of God's provision, according to which the Creator has allowed Symeon to do evil until the end of his life, so that the cup of his sins would overflow and that God's just judgements would be fulfilled upon him . And although the Bulgarian ruler oppressed the people of God with the consent of the Most High, it did not mean that he will not be severely punished for his actions, similarly to the pharaoh from the Old Testament story about the exodus of Israelites from Egypt . This was happening so that the punishment imposed on Symeon was more severe . It is not without significance that Egypt, according to the message of the Old and New Testament, symbolised a land of injustice, captivity and darkness, and its ruler was considered the personification of Satan . The fact that it was God himself who hardened Symeon's heart emphasised the ruler's persistence in adhering to evil, the stance and state of mind that no rational arguments can change . And yet so many of them were used by the Byzantine diplomacy, as it tried so eminently to influence the Bulgarian, to speak to his reason, to move his Christian conscience 93 . It is possible that Daphnopates' assertion is somewhat representative of the frustration and resignation of the Constantinopolitan court, which lost the faith in the meaning of any discussion with Symeon
94
. It is certain, however, that it expresses the sudden flash of insight of the Byzantines who understood that the matter of Symeon is no longer, or rather never was, in their capacity, but that it was a matter of divine judgements . And if so, then there was no reason to worry, since knowing the end of the biblical pharaoh, who was opposing God, it is not difficult to guess what end awaited the Bulgarian monarch . Just as pharaoh opposed God's decision that allowed Israelites to depart from Egypt, so did Symeon went against laws, rules and hierarchies that the Most High established on earth . If so, then God himself will oppose him, and there- will of his real father (in both physical and educational sense) 87 , that is Boris-Michael . He would have also disobeyed his suggestions, he would have (of course from the Byzantine perspective) abandoned the legacy of continuing peaceful relations with the southern neighbour .
Talking about the sonship of the Bulgarians is a reference to the Byzantine concept of hierarchy of rulers and nations, established on earth (Gr . τάξις) . Although this element has no direct connection with the biblical texts, it should have some attention devoted to it, as it is closely associated with the question of the above mentioned sonship in faith . At the head of this hierarchy was the Roman emperor, and below him, at different rungs of the hierarchical ladder, were other rulers and nations over whom the basileus exercised spiritual custody, and who owed due respect to him . In this regard, too, the Bulgarian ruler was the emperor's son . Adherence to this τάξις guaranteed stability and blessing of the oecumene, since this order was modelled on the heavenly hierarchy, and was therefore sacred . As such, it was untouchable, unchangeable . Infringing upon it was, in Byzantine thinking, a sacrilege, an act of violence against God's regulations .
As a result of all this, namely the stance adopted by Symeon, striving towards realisation of his ungodly desires, was a conflagration of war, which swept through the Byzantine territories . Daphnopates in many words and very vividly described the misery caused by the war that lasted for many years . He describes the time of war as night, dusk, winter, sickness, exile, wandering, storm and waves of the sea, bitter experiences, crying, sadness, evil, death . Whereas as its opposites he names dawn, day, summer, peace and goodness, and even resurrection 88 . In the light of the arguments presented above on the subject of portrayal of Symeon it can be said that the victims of the war that he waged became οἱ τυφώνιοι -people burnt alive as a sacrifice to Typhon-Symeon . Recalling Byzantine prisoners who were captured in Bulgaria during the war the author states that they lived in remote and waterless, distant lands, deprived of freedom and rule, doomed to the yoke of slavery (τῆς ἐλευϑερίας καὶ ἐξουσίας, τὸν τῆς δουλείας κατακριϑέντες ζυγόν)
89
. From the correspondence between emperor Romanos Lekapenos with Symeon we know that some of the prisoners were sold by the Bulgarians into slavery 90 , which undoubtedly was the basis for accusing Symeon of detestable treatment of the Christian captives . It is however also possible that the author of the oration had in this passage meant only the territory of Bulgaria, in which case the statement about the lack of rule exercised over the Romans could be 87 Daphnopates, 6, p . 73, 55-58 . 88 . According to him, these predators are more fervent and bold from the eastern wolves (probably meaning Arabs) . The bulgarian ruler is also the sower and keeper of weeds (τὸν τῶν ζιζανίων σπορέα καὶ φύλακα)
104
. In the latter case, the expression used is directly related to the parable from the Gospel according to Matthew . According to it, the Kingdom of Heaven is like a field, in which the owner has sown good seed, hoping for a good and abundant harvest . Under the cover of darkness, however, the owner's enemy arrives and sows weeds (τὰ ζιζάνια) among the wheat . As a result, the servants of the owner cannot remove the weeds without damaging the wheat . For this reason, wheat and weeds grow together until harvest, because then they will be easier to separate . On the day of harvest, first the weeds are gathered and burnt, then the wheat is gathered and stored in the granary 105 . The explanation of this parable reveals at a glance the message that the Byzantine orator wished to include in his work, hence I am quoting it in full:
The one who sows the good seed is the Son of Man [i .e . Jesus Christ -K .M .]; the field is the world, and the good seed are the children of the kingdom; the weeds are the children of the evil one, and the enemy who sowed them is the devil; the harvest is the end of the age, and the reapers are angels . Just as the weeds are collected and burned up with fire, so will it be at the end of the age . The Son of Man will send his angels, and they will collect out of his kingdom all causes of sin and all evildoers, and they will throw them into the furnace of fire, where there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth . Then the righteous will shine like the sun in the kingdom of their Father .
106
Thus Daphnopates compares the Bulgarian tsar to the Devil, who tries to thwart and frustrate God's perfect plans . He puts him in a stark opposition to the sons of justice . Symeon is therefore a son of night, since that is when he sneaks on someone else's field and under the cover of darkness performs his criminal deeds . The phrase about the keeper of the weeds means that he cares for the proper growth and development of his grain, that is, all depravity and iniquity . He is polluting and ( . . .) I know that and I am entirely sure, having heard it from pious and holy men, that even if you wanted to make peace, you could not manage it -to such an extent God has hardened your heart, in order to prove on you his power .
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Of course, writing this letter during the Bulgarian ruler's life, Daphnopates could not have been certain that Symeon would not change his attitude . More than that, he might have used this, clear to his interlocutor passage, to inspire in him the desire to prove that he is not a puppet in the hands of Fate and that he can change his attitude, to prove that he is still his own master, a free man, in whom the Most High still has liking . During the writing and delivering the oration On the treaty with the Bulgarians, however, he already knew that Symeon remained faithful to his chosen path . He could therefore freely compare him to the infamous character of the Egyptian pharaoh from the pages of the Scripture .
Symeon is also characterised as Goliath, who, full of pride and surrounded by the army, arrives to talk with David, here the emperor Romanos Lekapenos
96
. In short, orator wants to highlight that Symeon was haughty and sure of himself, as he placed trust in his own power and the strength of his army . So did the biblical Goliath, who not only insulted the Israeli warriors while boasting his might, but in reality also defied God himself (as David was to say: who reproached the ranks of the living God . While mentioning the negotiations, Daphnopates allowed himself to evaluate the behaviour and linguistic skills of the Bulgarian tsar, indicating that he was talking a lot like a barbarian, and even more in broken Greek (καὶ πολλὰ μὲν βαρβαρίζων, πλείω δὲ σολοικίζων)
100
. There is no doubt that 95 Daphnopates, 5, p . 67, 149-152 . 96 . In this way Israel lost, at least for a time, the control over territories previously won by king David . Interestingly, however, the biblical text states that God himself has roused Hadad, to make him a tool of punishment for Solomon's derogations 119 . This does not, however, absolve Hadad himself, who was after all a rebel, pagan and a worshipper of demons (and, as is clear from the text, who was likened to Satan), whom Yahweh merely used, utilising his personal hatred towards the Israelis, for the punishment of the unfaithful servant (Solomon) . Besides, the statement that God has roused Hadad should not be understood literally . In fact, his desire for revenge and hatred for Israel had a demonic base, and it was the Satan who directed his actions . Stating that God was behind this, the biblical author merely expressed his deep conviction that even the Devil can only act with the consent of the Most High . In other words, the phrase that God roused or stirred him meant, in this case, that he allowed Hadad to give in to the evil purpose 120 . It is also worth pointing out that, like the biblical author judged Hadad's actions (ἡ κακία -lit . vice, moral evil), so did Daphnopates described Symeon's actions as evil . Therefore even if Symeon-Hadad was supposed to take the role of scourge of God against the Byzantines, because of their sins (or rather because of the sins of the Byzantine governments from before 920), then he should not transgress beyond the boundaries of this, appointed to him by the Most High, task -making the inhabitants of the empire repent . For Daphnopates, this repentance clearly came in the shape of Romanos Lekapenos' ascension to the throne . dentally called in this text with a word ἔρως, used in the Greek literature to mean physical love, lust or desire 138 . Something that was earthy, violent, unclean, so to speak, filthy -because the love of war could not be a merit of a real Christian . In this way the rhetorician once again stresses, that such people as the Bulgarian ruler are driven by low, primitive inclinations, that they derive animal satisfaction from creating a split between Christians and from the spilling of Byzantine blood . Again, this points to the rudeness of Symeon's nature, who does not, or does not want to, understand that a war, especially with his brother in faith, is evil . When Symeon was finally persuaded, and agreed to the peace talks (924), by the new Moses and saviour of the Byzantine empire, who freed the empire from the Egypt's yoke (i .e . from the Bulgarians, or rather from Symeon), that is, by the droungarios of the fleet, the new emperor Romanos Lekapenos, with God's will he did not live to see the advent of permanent peace (927) . The author explains this fact by referring to the story of the Old Testament king David and his desire to build a temple for Yahweh . Unfortunately, God could not have allowed him to do so, because in youth David's hands were stained with blood, which precluded his participation in this honourable endeavour 139 . Only the pure, undefiled hands can be used for building a sanctuary of peace, in which the Most High would accept praise and thanksgiving . Because of this, like Solomon, son of David, completed this task, so did in 927 Peter, son of Symeon, conclude the peace with Byzantium; Symeon, as a man who spilled a lot of brotherly, Christian blood, could not erect a shrine to the Lord 140 . It remains to guess whether the figures of David and Solomon were mentioned only because of the simple similarity of situation (the son completes the work that the father could not), or whether the orator was directed by a deeper motivation . Is it only a simple reference to David, as the typical for the era archetype of the ruler, and therefore an acknowledgement from the Byzantine orator for the obvious fact, that Symeon was simply a monarch? Or is there hidden behind this an explicit reference to the way in which Symeon was being presented at his own, Preslavian, court? And if so, could Daphnopates really have had the knowledge that the Bulgarian tsar was being praised as the new David and compared, of course in a positive meaning, by those surrounding him to the great Old Testament king? If so, then in this passage of the oration he undoubtedly allowed himself to indulge in a rather mordacious emphasising of the darker sides of the well-known Israeli ruler's reign, which fitted well with the general picture of Symeon which he tried to create in his work . If it was therefore God himself who made it impossible for the tsar to conclude peace, then this fact when John the astronomer saw the emperor Romanos [Lekapenos -K .M .], he said to him thusly: Sire, the statue set in the arc on the (hill) Xerolophos, looking towards the west, is (a likeness of) Symeon; if you were to cut off its head, then at the same time Symeon would die . The emperor Romanos ordered at night the statue's head to be cut off, and at the time Symeon died in Bulgaria . 134 Thus, as was in the case of Ader, God himself saw it to remove Symeon, who was an obstacle for concluding a strong peace treaty between the Byzantines and Bulgarians, and of rebuilding the unity of the spiritual Israel 135 . It appears that a different passage of the speech may be an indirect reference to Symeon . In it, the rhetorician is considering the question of enmity (τῆς ἔχϑρας) and its implications . In earlier parts of his work the author did not leave his listeners, and later readers, any doubt that the Bulgarian tsar was hostile towards Byzantium, and that the war was the meaning of his existence . And here, Daphnopates states:
And who (unless he were more foolish than Korybos) would not think her [i .e . the hostility -K .M .] hateful, deathly, more monstrous than Hydra's or Scylla's own self, more monstrous than all monsters? Unsocial, lawless [also: wicked, godless -K .M .], a proper madman, replete with drunken torpor and folly, is he who loves division and and wars (καὶ τίς εἰ μὴ Κορύβου ἠλιϑιώτερος οὐκ ἀποτρόπαιον αὐτήν, οὐκ ὀλέϑριον, οὐ τῆς ῞Υδρας αὐτῆς, Σκύλλης αὐτῆς, οὐ πάντων ἀτόπων ἀτοπωτέραν ἡγησοίτο; ἀφρήτωρ, ἀϑέμιστος καὶ παράκοπος ὄντως καὶ κάρου καὶ παροινίας ἀνάπλεως, ὁ διχοστασίας καὶ πολέμων ἐρῶν) .
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The fact that hostility and love of war have been characterised as more hideous than the offspring of Typhon and Echidna is noteworthy . They are thus the manifestation of the most monstrous activity of Symeon-Typhon . It should be therefore understood that the war started by the Bulgarian monarch, and the goals which he wanted to attain with its help, deserve condemnation which cannot be expressed in words . The orator implies that neither he himself, nor any other civilised man, is able to give a rational explanation for such passion for the horrors of war . He therefore concludes that its eulogist can only be someone outside the margin of society, a man disrespecting divine laws, even deranged, intoxicated, either with alcohol, or in spirit, in this case without a doubt under demonic influence . In other words, a man not acting according to reason . Daphnopates further in the text states that this passion is contrary to the teaching of Scripture and the pagan wisdom 137 . The love of discord and war were not acci-* * *
The year 927 brought about the conclusion of a lasting peace between Byzantium and Bulgaria . Peace, which ended many years of armed struggle between the two states . The war that tsar Symeon waged against his southern neighbour shook the Byzantines . Military successes of the Bulgarian ruler, his aspirations to impose his rule on the empire, cut to the quick the deep conviction of the Constantinopolitan rulers and their subjects that only the Eastern Rome had right to preside over the Christian world . In the eyes of the Byzantines, Symeon's aspirations seemed to be a violation of the sacred order (τάξις) established on earth by God, and imitating celestial order . The order, according to which the Bulgarian ruler owed subjection and respect to Constantinopolitan basileus . Anyone who rejected this order was, in fact, spreading anarchy (ἀταξία), and so became like barbarians, and even moredemons 148 . This is despite the fact that in the personal dimension he seemed to be a devout Christian . Unlike him, the Byzantines did not allow a possibility of making a breach in the political doctrine that they adopted . In keeping with their worldview, the aspirations of the Bulgarian tsar to the presidency over Christian oecumene meant that he was treated stereotypically -as unworthy of the highest honours barbarian and a rebel . Unrestrained in his desires, not guided by reason, but by the typical elements that tugged at every barbarian's soul . At least such is the portrayal of Symeon that we can find in the oration On the treaty with the Bulgarians that was presented in front of the court of the emperor Romanos Lekapenos by Theodore Daphnopates, his personal secretary . The Bulgarian ruler was then already dead, and celebrating the just concluded peace agreement rhetorician could blame on him all of the responsibility for the calamities of the long-lasting war and present him as a usurper and an enemy of truth, a servant of Satan .
is referred to as pharaoh, holding the chosen people captive . Symeon is also characterised like various ungodly personages from the Old and New Testament, i .e . Goliath, Ader, Holophernes or even the Devil himself . It can therefore be concluded that Symeon was a usurper, tyrant, sower of discord, murderer, fratricide, and one who committed sacrilege . Daphnopates explicitly writes about his lies, hiding his true intentions, not fulfilling agreements and instability in his proceedings . So, by means of a variety of hints to ancient history, literature and the Bible the speaker present Symeon as a usurper and an enemy of truth, a servant of Satan . 
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